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EDITORIAL 


Once again, I fear the calendar has outpaced the natural rhythm of 
your overworked Editor, and this "Summer'' edition is being completed in early 
October! It has not been an easy task to produce and distribute four issues a 
year for the last five years, virtually single-handed, but - Deo Oral ins - this is 
now the 20th number. Thank you so much for your patience, letters of 
support and prayers, without which t could not have continued so long, and 
upon which the future of DAYLIGHT will certainly depend. 

One of the priorities which I undertook this summer, along with 
several others involved in the creationist movement, was proof-reading the 
drafts of the new edition of "Creation Rediscovered" by Gerard Keane. Due to 
be published in early 1997, it will have been thoroughly updated and expanded, 
and set to become the "textbook" for Catholics on the Origins question for 
years to come. 

In Principio: A Catholic Origins Society 

This is the new name chosen unanimously by the members of a 
meeting held on August 25, 1995 in Montvale New Jersey, U.S.A. This group 
was born at the conference on origins held in May 1994 in Bethlehem 
Pennsylvania, attended bv Gerry Keane, who is its President. Those attending 
were Dr. William Marra, Robert Levine, Fr. David Becker, Celeste Behe, Dr 
Michael Behe, and Gregory Lloyd, who was elected Secretary. 

"The purpose of the Society is to make better known Catholic 
teaching and any discovered truth on the origins of the world, and to 
work to restore all things in Christ by every good and legitimate 
means available with a view of imbuing men with a renewed 
understanding of the origins of the world as a creation of the Triune 
God, Who is the Alpha and Omega of all.” 

Specific objectives of the Society include: 

• intercommunication about the origins issue by various means, 
‘networking’ or cooperation: 

• to sponsor an origins conference; 

• members to give public speeches and debate the issue; 

• members to publish materials on the topic and persuade others to do so. 

The mailing address is: 1 122 Catasauqua Avenue, 

Allentown, PA 18102-5004 USA 
Tel/fax 610/432-2698 
e-mail: GPUoyd@aol.com 
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It is most heartening to learn that this group has been organised in the 
l*'SA, and I commend it to your prayers. I have had many letters over the past 
ten years from American Catholics, praying for this to happen, and I urge them 
to give it their full support. 

Response to our letter* to the Scottish and Irish Hierarchy - 
"No comment!" [ * posted in June; details in issue 19J 
Number of Bishops informed = 52 
Number of Bishops replying = 2. 

The Archbishop of Dublin’s Secretary, Rev. Michael O’Kelly, 
acknowledged my letter and enclosed booklets, and sent "every good wish". 

Fr. Michael Wall, Diocesan Secretary in Limerick, sent 
acknowledgement and thanks, and had passed the documents to Bishop Donal 
Murray. 

If the documentation addressed to each Bishop reached its target, and 
was examined by the recipient, it can be claimed that about 90 members of the 
Hierarchies of the British Isles have been informed of the basic scientific 
arguments against Evolution, are aware that several distinguished clerics and 
scientists oppose it, and that a Catholic group (Daylight) exists with the express 
purpose of propagating such facts. NOT ONE HAS RAISED ANY 
OBJECTION! But how disappointing that not one has offered any real 
support either! A similar barrage of indifference has been the general reaction 
world-wide to those who have raised the issue, except in a few instances where 
creationists have been caricatured as anti-science Biblical fundamentalists. Let 
us pray that some of the Bishops nurture the seeds of truth we have sown and 
come to realise the crucial importance of this topic of Origins for our times. 

VERY IMPORTANT - CHANGE OF ACCOUNT. 


Owing to increased Bank charges at NatWest, it has been decided to 
close this account in early December. We have reverted to a building society 
Treasurer’s account: HALIFAX A/c No. 00025297 

Sort Code 11 -14-14 

1 apologise for any inconvenience caused to subscribers with Standing Orders, 
to whom a new form will be sent. 

PLEASE NOT E that it was necessary to change the official name of the payee 

to: DAYLIGHT origins society. 


Please ensure that all cheques etc. are made out to the new name. 









RESEARCH WORK IN SEDIMENTOLOGY 


■ by 

Dr Guy Berthault 


My research started about 20 years ago following doubts I had regarding rock 
strata formation. I was not convinced of the validity of identifying superposed 
strata with successive layers of sediment, nor, therefore, of the two derived 
basic principles governing strata formation. These are: 

1. The principle of superposition: "Each layer (stratum) being deposited 
horizontally, one on top of the other, each layer (stratum) is younger than the 
one underneath it." 

2. The principle of continuity: "Each layer (stratum) has the same age at 
every point." 

As a simple test of the principle, I took a sample of laminated crumbly 
sandstone and reduced it to its original particles. I poured them in a 
continuous stream into an empty glass flask, and then one filled with water. 
The lamination (microstratification) observed in the sample appeared in the 
deposit under both conditions. 

The lamination was not the result of successive sedimentary layers, but clearly 
of segregation of the particles according to their size. Following the advice of 
Palaeontologist Jean Piveteau, President of the French Academy of Sciences in 
1974, l registered the report of the experiments under seal at the Academy. I 
subsequently registered three other reports. 

In 1986, Professor Georges Millot, Rector of Strasbourg University, President 
of the Geological Society of France and member of the French Institute, heard 
about the experiments and arranged for them to be published in the report of 
the Academy of Sciences, A second report was published in 1988 showing, in 
particular, that a deposit on a 15° slope produces lamination parallel to the 
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slope. This fact refutes the first part of the principle of superposition, 
according to which layers are deposited horizontally. At this point the 
Professor had me admitted as a member of the Geological Society of France. 

Having completed my experiments on lamination, l wanted to produce 
stratification of much greater thickness. This required working with a 
transparent-walled flume or tank, and a recirculating water current charged 
with sediments which would be deposited in the flume. Variations in the speed 
of the current would bring about a selection according to the size of the 
particles, creating a vertical classification. I therefore entered into a contract 
in 1990 with the hydraulics laboratory of the Colorado State University. Pierre 
Julien, professor of hydraulics and sedimentology at the University, performed 
the experiments. 

The report was published in the Bulletin N° 5 - 1993 of the Geological Society 
of France. The following is an extract from the summary: 

"Rather than successive sedimentary layers, these experiments demonstrate that 
stratification under a continuous supply of heterogeneous sand particles results 
from : segregation for lamination, non-uniform flow for graded beds, and 
desiccation for joints. Superposed strata are not necessarily identical to 
successive layers." 

Therefore, identification of rock strata as successive sedimentary layers, and 
the derived principles, notably the principles of superposition and continuity, 
are experimentally invalidated. 

The experiments show that the same layer, defined as the mass of sediment 
deposited between two consecutive instants, cuts across the superposed strata. 
It does so in such a way that the parts of the strata belonging to the layer are 
the same age, and do not succeed each other, and that each stratum, depositing 
itself progressively in the flume in the direction of the current, whether down 
or up-stream, is not the same age at all points. 

These experiments were reproduced on a larger scale in 1993, and filmed for 
the production of a video entitled "Fundamental Experiments on Stratification". 
The film was shown to the 4th French Congress of Sedimentology in 1993; the 
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International Congress in 1994; the European in 1995, and the Workshop 
organised in 1995 by the Research Group of the CNRS under Prof. P. G. de 
Gennes, Nobel Prize in Physics. A subsequent article in "Science et Vie" by 
Pierre Evesque, director of CNRS, regarding Prof, de Gennes and his group’s 
work on powder mechanics made reference to our experiments. 

Our present experimental programme now taking place in Colorado aims at 
deepening knowledge of particle mechanics for a better interpretation of 
stratification. Observations in the field corroborate the findings of our 
laboratory experiments. For example, Rubin and McCulloch state in the 
summary of their report (Sedimentary Geology 1980, 207-231): 

"Determination of the hydraulic conditions under which the obseived beds 
exist, indicates that the bed configuration at any point in the bay (of San 
Francisco) is a function of the local velocity, sediment size, and depth." 

Knowledge of these functional relations arising out of such observation helps 
determine, from the configuration of the rock strata, the hydraulic conditions 
which existed at their formation. 

It is a matter of replacing an initially incorrect interpretation of stratification 
by a classical scientific method founded, in addition to observations in geology, 
upon observations and experimentation in sedimentology. 

To integrate these experiments into the history of sedimentology, started a 
century ago, and to make them accessible to the understanding of 
non-specialised people interested in (he question, a video has been produced. 
The 30-minute programme, amply illustrated by graphics, is entitled "DRAMA 
IN THE ROCKS" and is obtainable from SARONG (Jersey) LTD. c/o Peter 
Wilders, 42 Bd. d’ltalie, 98000 Monaco, Tel: 93 50 88 34 FAX 92 16 73 36. 
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EXTRACTS FROM LETTERS 
TO GUY BERTHAULT 


Jean PIVETEAU (April 8, 1974) President, at the time, of the 
French Academy of Sciences and Director of the laboratory of vertebrate and 
human paleontology. 

"This is original work which calls into question some fundamental 
principles of Historical Geology. The authors examination of old concepts in 
this domain by the experimental method gives great strength to his assertions." 

Georges MILLOT (July 13, 1987) Rector of Strasbourg University, at 
the time Director of the Department of Geology and Paleontology, Member of 
the French Academy of Sciences and President of the Geological Society of 
France. 

7 spent many hours on your manuscript. I entirely agree with the 
object of your work , which is to obtain more rigorous and clearer definitions. 
My aim is to help you present your remarkable discoveiy in such a way that 
the world of geology can accept it without hesitation 

Hakuya OKADA (January 5, 1987) Shizuoka University, Institute of 
Geosciences. 

"Congratulations for the success in publishing your paper in the Pans 
Science Academy 

Pierre GIRESSE (February 20, 1987) Perpignan Research 

Laboratory of Marine Sedimentology. 

7 think the whole of your demonstrations are veiy use fid; they attract 
the attention of sedimentologists and remind them of the mechanical sorting 
conditions that occur at the time of sedimentation , and which could have 
occurred in many cases of ancient sedimentation." 

O. OTTOMAN (February 24, 1987) U.F.R. Institute of Nature 
Sciences, University of Nantes. 

"Your French Academy report interested me greatly , and I 
congratulate you for this very good innovatoiy work." 
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D. BRICE (February 26, 1987) Laboratory of Geology, Faculty of 
Sciences. 

7 was most interested by the results of your experimentation, ft 
provides data which could have a significant effect upon the interpretation of 
ancient deposits." 

J. L. REILLE (March 12, 1987) Department of Earth Sciences, 
University of Languedoc. 

"You propose a simple and universal means of determining genesis , 
which could have applied in every age and in veiy diverse environments. Your 
model is therefore a good one, for which / congratulate you ." 

J. AVIAS (March 12, 1987) Former Director of Geology at the 
University of Montpelier. 

"In my opinion it is an extremely important discoveiy 

M. DEYNOUX (March 13, 1987) Department of Surface Petrology, 
University of Poitiers. 

7 read your report on sediment sorting with great attention: ! would 
say it is excellent and even revolutionary u 

Y. RANGIIEARD (April 1, 1987) Department of Historical 
Geology and Paleontology, University of Franche-Comte, Besangon. 

7 read your recent publication by the Academy of Sciences with great 
interest ." 


F. THIEBAULT (April 3, 1987) Department of Dynamic and 
Structural Sedimentology. 

"Allow me to congratulate you on your results. They are extremely 
promising." 

P. BORDET (May 24, 1988) Institute of Geology Albert de 
Lapparent, Paris. 

7 received the two reports of the Academy and the offprints you sent 
me. They interested me as a geologist and showed once again that one cannot 
put too much trust in what appears obvious 
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PONTIFICIA ACADEMIA SCIENTIARUM (February 21, 1989) 

"Allow me to congratulate you on your election as a member of the 
Geological Society of France on November 21 , 1988." 

Herve CHAMLEY (June 1990) Department of Sedimentary and 
Structural Dynamics, University of Lille. 

"The work you have had done by P. Julien and Y. Lan is of quality. 
Without doubt it provides original information from experimentation , 
particularly as regards: 

- the fabrication of laminae by a continuous current of variable speed: 

- the formation of horizontal beddings plane partings following simple 
desiccation: 

- the constitution of a sediment of heterogeneous grains caused by 
fine particles being trapped amongst and accumulating with , much coarser 
particles: 

- the structuring and spatial distribution of deposits of a fanned 
detritic, sub-aquatic type in the process of progradation." 

C. MONTY (September 24, 1990) Department of Biosedimentoiogy, 
University of Nantes. 

"I received the video of your experiments on horizontal lamination. I 
warmly congratulate you on the production and its scientific interest. It will 
give me great pleasure to show it to my degree students ” 

Prof. MIRTSKHOULAVA (October 17, 1990) Director of 

Georgian Research Institute of Hydraulic Engineering, Tbilisi, Georgia. 

7 have received your fundamental work on ‘Laboratoiy experiments 
on laminar stratification and desiccation . ’ The work is very important and 
necessaty indeed ." 

P. CASTAING (December 1, 1993) Department of Geology and 
Oceanography, University of Bordeaux. 

"Your studies , without knowing the result , seem to challenge certain 
fundamentals ." 
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Christine CASTELLARO (December 3, 1993) Centre of 

Sedimentology and Paleontology, University of Provence. 

'Thank you for the video and the report you kindly sent me. They 
interested me greatly 

M. SEGURET (December 4, 1993) Department of Geology of 
Basins, University of Montpelier. 

'Thank you very much for the video and documents. We are indeed 
interested in your work , particularly because grain segregation in a continuous 
flow could eventually be at the origin of granulometric alternances regularly 
seen in storm deposits , and up until now interpreted as connected to energy 
variants of swell." 

ML IIOFFERT (December 6, 1993) UFR of the Sciences of Life and 
the Earth, University of Louis Pasteur, Strasbourg. 

7 viewed your video with great interest and it is at present circulating 
among the research workers in my laboratoty. It is evident that such work 
which challenges, at least partially « certain conceptual canons stimulates 
discussion. Such discussion is always salutory for research irrespective of the 
conclusions." 

F. BOULVAIN (December 6, 1993) Geological Service for Belgium, 

Brussels. 

"I was present at Lille for the presentation of the video and the 
animated discussion which followed it. / think that ‘ provocative ” ideas are 
often the source of fertile research." 

J. M. PIAU (May 5, 1994) Department of Rheology, Grenoble. 

"Despite not being a geologist , I found the documents you sent me 
vety interesting. The sorting which takes place in the granular medium and the 
suspensions in flow conditions seem to me a subject vety alive and rich.” 

J. N. PROUST (May 21, 1994) Sedimentology and Geodynamics, 
University of Lille. 

7 was most grateful to receive the video presented by P. Julien and 
yourself at the Lille Congress. I viewed it with great interest because it 
challenges the vety foundations of our science.” 
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J. N. J. VISSER (September 23, 1994) Department of Geology, 
University of the Orange Free State. 

"Thank you for your cassette, f enjoyed your talk in Recife and found 
it veiy stimulating. I will definitely make use of the video for my 
undergraduate class in sedimentology ." 

Janine ESTEOUL-CHOUX (September 24, 1994) Institute of 
Geology, University of Rennes I. 

"Thank you very much for the video-cassette ‘Fundamental 
Experiments on Stratification'. Your experimental results seem to me very 
important. 

...They bring to stratigraphy explanations to the origin of horizontal 
laminations obseived in some deposits. 

...The formation of graded-beds and experiments on joints for 
desiccation are quite interesting. 

...They put the problem of superposed strata: now we must be careful." 

WANG DUOYON (October 1994) Lanzhou Institute of Geology, 
Chinese Academy of Science, China. 

7 am very interested in your work , it challenges results for 
sedimentologists and stratigraphers." 

Y G. VOLOKHIN (December 16, 1994) Far East Geological 
Institute, Vladivostok, Russia. 

"Thank you very much for your paper copy and videotape of your 
report. They are veiy interesting." 

PRESIDENT VALERY GISCARD D’ESTAING (March 14, 

1993). 

'Thank you most sincerely for sending me your video and your article 
in the Geological Society of France's Journal. / am full of admiration for the 
technicality of your research , which if I have understood correctly , can 
challenge the classical explanation of the process of geological phenomena 
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Newman Graduate Education 


Newman Graduate Education specialises in the simplification, publication and 
distribution of science which disproves Evolution, NGE is building up a supply of 
statements and titles of work by world-famous scientists who reject Evolution. This 
information is available on request. 

Those who wish to support this drive for Truth in Education should contact 
NGE, 7 Kambora Avenue, Frenchs Forest, N.S.W. 2086. 


Summary 

The purpose of this pamphlet is to argue that: 

1. Evolution is primarily a theory designed to usurp belief in 
God as our creator. 

2. Since Evolution theory in itself is atheistic, it is unreasonable 
to teach it together with belief in God. So-called Theistic 
Evolution is as meaningless as Theistic Atheism 

3. Science and reason can support the belief that Evolution is 
false and that Creation is true. 

4. Parents should demand that evolution theory may be taught 
only when both sides, for and against, are fairly presented. 

(cf. Pope Pius XII, Humani Generis). 

Note well that the truth about creation (as opposed to evolution, j 

both theistic and atheistic) is explained in the official Catechism j 

of the Catholic Church (1994) but this is generally not taught in j 

Catholic schools. j 

_I 


Published June, 1996 by Newman Graduate Education, 

l/K Bowen Strcc!, Chnfswood, N S W. 2067. Phone (02) 411 2193 

Additional copies of this pamphlet may be obtained for SI.00 posted, from 
N.G.H., 7 Kambora Avenue, Frenchs Forest, N.S.W. 2086. 


For additional books available, see back page, 
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The Atheism of Evolution 

As taught in our schools 


According to the evolutionists: 

• "The meaning of evolution is that. ..man is the result of a purposeless 
and natural process that did not have him in mind ..." 

George Gaylord Simpson, 

Professor of Palaeontology, Harvard University, 
The Meaning of Evolution, 1967, pp. 344-345. 

• "The message of evolution is that...the human species was not 
designed, has no purpose and is the product of mere mechanical 
mechanisms ." 

, Douglas Futuyma, 

Science on Trial; the Case for Evolution, 

1983,pp. 12-13. 


Futuyma *s biology textbook is widely used by college students. 

• "The only god within us, and the only spark of immortality, is our 
genetic code whose tyranny is both absolute and everlasting. 


In this vale of tears, we are well and truly on our own... 

Richard Dawkins, 

The Australian, 9 August 1995. 


Richard Dawkins is professor of “The Public Understanding of Science” at 
Oxford University, a chair endowed by Microsoft with S3.2 million. “He will become 
a full-time evangelist taking the message that there is no God to audiences world 
wide.” {The Australian, 9th Aug. 95.) He made this clear when interviewed, unchal¬ 
lenged, on ABC TV. ( Lateline, 6 Sept. 1995.) 


Orthodox Evolution 

A recent book by a Professor of Law at the University of California, Berkeley, 
comments on the above and similar statements by today’s leading evolution scientists, 
including Francis Crick, Stephen Jay Gould, Stephen Hawking, Carl Sagan, Stephen 
Weinberg and others: 

"These are not idiosyncratic statements of personal opinion, but a 
reflection of the orthodox understanding of evolution that is 
unchallenged within mainstream science ." 

Phillip E. Johnson, Reason in the Balance, 
InterVarsity Press, Illinois, 1995, pp. 8-9; 
reviewed by NGE in News Weekly 9 March 1996. 


Questions for educators 

When evolution is frankly expounded as above by its own leading exponents, the 
educators of our children should be asked these questions: 

(a) Is it reasonable for Catholic schools to teach Evolution which is so obviously a 
denial and contradiction of the Catholic faith that we are created by a personal all¬ 
caring God with a purpose for each of us? (Refer in the Catechism of the Catholic 
Church [CCC|, to more than 60 indexed references to Creation .) 

(b) Is it reasonable for Catholic education to refuse a hearing to world-famous 
scientists, many of whom are Catholics, who have published empirical scientific evi¬ 
dence that Evolution is false both as science and as a mctaphysic? 

Teachers of Evolution, whether thcistic or atheistic, should be reminded of what 
Dr Michael Denton, an agnostic, pointed out in 1986: 

“Evolution Theory has not been validated by one single empirical 
discovery since it was published in 1895. Nor has a single one of 
innumerable objections been met. ” 

Michael Denton, 

Evolution: A Theory in Crisis , 

Adler and Adler, USA 1986, cf p. 345. 

(c) What of teachers who believe in God while teaching Evolution? 

An answer to this question is suggested by Professor Johnson: 

“Either they do not understand the meaning of Evolution or for 
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personal reasons they are unwilling to follow the path of scientific 
understanding to its logical conclusion." 

Reason in the Balance , p. 9. 


It is time 

"It is time that we stopped and looked at the facts...A whole age of 
scientific endeavour has been wasted searching for a phantom. 
Natural sciences have failed to supply any evidence for 
evolution...Much time and intellectual effort led only to negative 
moral consequences. It is time those who teach our children were 
told the truth." 

M. Giertych, No to Evolution, 

Newman Graduate Education, 

Sydney, 1994, p. 7. 

Professor Maciej Giertych holds a Master of Arts degree from Oxford University, 
a Doctor of Philosophy from Toronto University and a Doctor of Science from Poznam 
University. 

He is head of the Genetics Department of the Polish Academy of Sciences at the 
Institute of Dendrology in Kornik, Poland. 

He is on the editorial board of tw'o international periodicals: Silvae Genetics pub¬ 
lished in Germany, and Anna l as das sciences foreshores published in France. 

Opposing faiths 

Professor Giertych explains that the Creation/Evolution debate is basically a con¬ 
flict between two opposing faiths:— 

1. the evolutionist faith that the w’orld began in chaos after the alleged Big Bang 
and continues to move towards perfection and maximum organisation, and 

2. the creationist faith that the world was once perfect but is now declining 
towards disorganisation and chaos. (Evolutionist Deception, N.G.E., 1993, p. 1.) 

As a scientist, Giertych asks, 

"What do we observe in the natural world, advancement or regression? 
Formation of new and better forms or of poorer, more defective ones 
and the irreversible extinction of some? Does the amount of energy in 
circulation increase or decrease?" (ibid., p. 4 ) 
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The way things really are 

The obvious answers to the above rhetorical questions have not yet persuaded 
evolutionists to revise their views on the nature of the world. Their views will continue 
to be invalid while they fail to take into account the relationship ofthe natural with the 
supernatural. In the case of mankind, Evolution is blind to the fact that man, in addi¬ 
tion to a material, mortal body has also a spiritual immortal soul. 

The Catechism of the Catholic Church , explains that man, despite different con¬ 
stituents of soul and body, is not a duality but a unity. (CCC, H362 - 368). Catholic 
faith teaches that after bodily death, man’s body and soul will be reunited in the 
General Resurrection, (cf. CCC, 111016) 

As a philosopher, Professor Phillip Johnson contrasts the fantasy of Naturalism 
(“Nature is all there is”) with the reality of Superuaturalism (“Theistic Realism”). 

“The essential factual premise [of Christianity] is that God created us for a 
purpose, and our destiny is a glorious one in eternity. 

“How then did things get to be in such a state of confusion? The answer is that 
humans saw the glory of God in the things that were created but chose to fashion idols 
of their own making—the latest fashion in idols being the Grand Metaphysical Story 
of Science. , . 

“The way out? the good news is so simple a child can understand it, and so subtle 
that the greatest intellects never quite get to the bottom of it.” 

Professor Johnson then quotes from the Gospel of St. John: 

"In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and 
the Word was God." (Jn 1:1) 

(Reason in the Balance, p. 204.) 

The problem of evil (CCC, 410 - 421) 

Tire truth about “the beginning” and about “creation”, as revealed in the Bible, is 
contradicted by teaching about so-called “Theistic Evolution”. However, evolution¬ 
ist thinking of any kind fails to solve the “Problem of Evil”: How can God be good if 
He causes the suffering and death which is seen to be inevitable in the Evolutionist 
model? 

The truth—the solution to the problem— is to be found in the Creation model: it is 
not God who is responsible for evil. The cause of evil, including suffering and death, 
is the sin of rebellious creatures, including “fallen” men who wilfully disobey God’s 
instructions and defy His warnings. Nevertheless, in the midst of our suffering, hope 
is restored by faith in God’s unfailing goodness. (CCC, H309 - 311) 
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We are reminded of this by Professor Johnson’s final quotation: 

"For God so loved the world that He gave His only Son, so that 
everyone who believes in Him may not perish but may have eternal 
life. (,Jn 3:16) 

That is the way things really are.” (Reason in the Balance, p. 204.) 

Theory in practice 

The teaching of Evolution, which is atheism in theory, is still condoned by some 
Church leaders who profess belief in God. 

What will be the reaction of leaders in religious education to the ever increasing 
horrors, all round the world, of violent, cruel, barbaric crimes against humanity which 
are undeniably the product of atheism in practice? 

It is worth remembering, in the Evolution/Creation debate, that one result of man’s 
“fall” from obedience to God is the “darkening” of human intelligence. “Fallen man is 
subject to ignora nee and an inclination to evil.” (cf CCC, H405). 

"Darwinism thrives today only by reason of widespread ignorance 
of what empirical science has really discovered, combined with a 
deep emotional reluctance on the part of many to accept the 
alternative that God created the world we live in." 

Msgr. John F. McCarthy, J.C.D., S.T.D. 
‘Anti-Darwinism Today’, in Living Tradition, 

N fi 63, March 1996, p. I. 


Parents 

Parents must protest against the way Evolution is taught in education. They must 
object to their children being taught: 

1. Pseudo-science: “that animal species can evolve into different species, e.g. fish 
into lizards, reptiles into birds, apish ancestors into humans”. This is not science at 
all. It is metaphysical speculation to support theological fantasies. 

One textbook the Catholic Education Office recommends for use in Catholic schools 
to explain man’s origin and to explain away man’s creation by God is Made from 
Stardust by Fr Denis Edwards. 

Fr Edwards quotes ABC’s David Ellyard “Atoms... are thrown off into space by 
aged stars... Natural forces recycle them into new stars, into planets and plants and 
people. We are all made of stardust.” (p. 41). 

That quote is then elaborated by Fr Edwards: “The atoms that make up human 
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beings have come from an earlier generation of stars which have exploded as superno¬ 
vas.. from which new stars, planets and people arc born. We arc grandchildren of 
supcrnovac. We arc indeed made from stardust. 5 * four emphasis] 

Is this scicncc-fiction like extra-terrestrials on inter-galactic space travel, or are 
we back to alchemy, the philosopher’s stone, phlogiston and perpetual motion 
machines? 

Note well: The evolutionist pseudo-science quoted above is prescribed for 
teaching Catholic school children in A Sense of the Sacred\ Gospel Values and 
Secondary Science , an official curriculum of the Catholic Education Office, (1993). 

2. False philosophy: that “nature is all there is”. This is Naturalist dogma in support of 
the notion that “there is no supernatural: there is no God”. After the “inexplicable evil” of 
the Port Arthur massacre (Sunday 28th April 1996) even those who deny the existence of 
God may come to recognise the activity of demons, as verified on many occasions by Jesus 
Christ during His visible presence among us. (CCC, 11414) 

3, Corrupt ethics: ‘The only god is our genetic code which determines all human 
activity”. Since there is no God, there can be no divine commandments. 

The negative moral consequence of teaching evolution is summed up by 
Professor Hiram Caton (Professor of Politics and History, Griffith University, 
Nathan, Qid 4111): 

"The long evolutionary past removes the Judaeo-Christian God to 
an infinite distance and finally extinguishes Him in the belief that 
our species is the chance product of blind natural forces. We are 
on our own and consequently we may do what we will, free of 
ancient prohibitions and divinely sanctioned codes ." 

Hiram Caton, “The Biology Battlefield”, 

Quadrant , May 1987. 

Denying the Catechism 

Parents must be made aware that 1, 2 and 3 above are taught dogmatically in 
schools both secular and religious. The only modification of this obviously atheistic 
dogma in “religious education” is the illogical speculation that, beyond the reality 
known to “science”, there may be a god. 

However, the Catechism is emphatic about (non-cvolutionary) creation. “The truth 
about creation is so important for all of human life that God in His tenderness wanted 
to reveal to His people everything that is salutary to know on the subject. Beyond the 
knowledge that every man can have of his Creator, God progressively revealed to 
Israel the mystery of creation...God reveals Himself as the One to whom belong all the 
peoples of the earth, and the whole earth itself; He is the One who alone made 
heaven and earth ” (CCC 11287) 
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One reason why Catholic educators do not teach the Catechism of the Catholic 
Church in Catholic schools is that it contradicts the Theory of Evolution, which they 
do teach in Catholic schools. 

Moral consequences 

An attempt is made in our schools to justify teaching Evolution by assuming that 
behind and beyond the “processes and forces’' of evolution there is a god. What par¬ 
ents and pupils must realise is that this assumed god of Theistic Evolution is entirely 
different from the intelligent Designer of Creation. God creates each of us individually 
for a beautiful, everlasting purpose. His human creatures have no resemblance to the 
imagined products of a blind evolutionary process. (cf CCC, 293 - 294) 

Moreover, the mistaken belief in the false god of Theistic Evolution docs have 
, what Professor Gicrtych calls negative moral consequences, (sec above, page 5) If, as 
Evolution teaches, there were no essential difference between human behaviour and 
the behaviour of non-human animals like apes, it would be futile, even unjust, to 
legislate against any human, that is, animal conduct. Since there is no penal law 
against any behaviour by apes, how can we penalise any behaviour, no matter how 
barbarous, by human animals? 

Evolution equates men with apes 

Since neither apes nor men, according to Evolution, arc capable of controlling 
their brutish inclinations, neither should be penalised. Evolutionism must logically 
accept as inevitable—and therefore not to be condemned—any human, that is, animal 
conduct or activity of any kind. This must include genocides like the Communist 
gulags, the Nazi Holocaust or massacres like the 35 innocent people slaughtered by 
one man recently at Port Arthur. 

Likewise, Evolution can justify the gcnocidai practice of “Ethnic Cleansing” by 
which many millions are brutally slaughtered. Certainly, Evolution can see nothing 
objectionable with abortion by which millions of innocent human lives arc forcibly 
“terminated” every year. 

The notion that such atrocities must occur because humans have no more control 
than brute animals over their inclinations must be rejected, not only because it is 
immoral but also because it is untrue. Science provides irrefutable evidence that hu¬ 
mans are not of the same species as irrational animals. Men, unlike apes, can be held 
responsible for their behaviour. Men have been endowed by their Creator, whereas 
brute animals have not, with Free Will, enabling men to choose between good and 
evil. This involves not only rights but also responsibilities and accountability. 

The Catechism (CCC #1749) teaches that “Human acts...freely chosen...can be 
morally good or evil”. God will reward our good acts. But we are called to resist evil 
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and to oppose its consequences. Only by refuting the fallacy of Evolution can we 
escape its “negative moral consequences”. 

Those who support truth in Education will reject the false god of Theistic 
Evolution and strive to love and obey the one true God of Creation. ( cf CCC 11308) 


What to do 

• Refer the list of “Some Scientists Who Reject Evolution” to teachers, and chal¬ 
lenge them to allow the scientific evidence against Evolution to be discussed in 
science classes. 

• Teach your children what the Church really believes and teaches about 
creation—read the Cathechism of the Catholic Church. A complete and 
unabridged pocket edition is now available. See back page of this pamphlet for 
details. 

• Give a wide distribution of this pamphlet to educators—at all levels—to 
teachers, students and the media. 

• Help finance the distribution of N.G.E. pamphlets: 
donations payable to N.G.E. 

• Order extra copies of this and other pamphlets (@ $1.00 each). 


Overseas contacts 

U.S.A. 

Rev. Fr D. Bcckcr, editor of Watchmaker , newsletter of Catholic Origins 
Society, P.O. Box 189 Shade Gap PA 17255, USA. Phone 060 21 2038. 
U.K. 

Anthony Nevard, editor of Daylight, newsletter of Creation Science for 
Catholics, 19 Francis Avenue, St. Albans, Herts AL3 6BL, England. 
Phone(01892) 520038. 

Europe 

Msgr. John F. McCarthy, Editor of Living Tradition, Oblates of Wisdom, 

Via Concordia 1,00183 Rome, Italy'. 

Peter Wilders, video producer, 42 Bd. d’ltalic, 98000 Monaco. 

Phone (33) 93 50 88 34. 




Some scientists who reject evolution 


Maciej Giertych, M.A ., P/i.D., 
D.Sc ,, is head of the Genetics Depart¬ 
ment of the Polish Academy of Sciences 
at the Institute of Dendrology in Kornik, 
Poland and a member of the Polish Acad¬ 
emy of Sciences Committee on Forest 
Sciences. 


Professor Macicj Giertych, 
Polish Academy of Sciences, 
Institute of Dendrology, 

PL 62 035 Kornik, Poland 


Guy Bcrthauli , is a Graduate of the 
Ecolc Polytcchniquc in France, a mem¬ 
ber of the French Geological Society, and 
the Director of Sedimentary 7 Experiments, 
State University of Colorado, U.S.A. 

Dr Guy Bcrthaull, 

28 Boulcvardc Thiers 
78250, Mculan, France 


Edward Boudreaux , Ph.D., is Re¬ 
searcher in Quantum Chemistry, Elec¬ 
tronic Structure and Chemical Bonding. 


Dean Kenyon , is Professor of 
Biology, San Francisco State University, 
California. Co-author of Of Pandas and 
People, available from CSF, (see p. 12) 


Professor Emeritus Edward Boudreaux, 
President, Origins Resource Association, 
432 12th Street, New Orleans, 
Louisiana, 70148, U.S.A. 


Professor Dean Kenyon 
Foundation for Thought and Ethics 
P.O. Box 830-721 Richardson, 
Texas 75083072.U.S.A. 


Christians unite against evolution 

The above and many other anti-evolution scientists arc Catholics but it should be 
noted that their work for truth in education regarding Creation accords with scientific 
work by many non-Catholic scientists. The best known non-Catholic creationist or¬ 
ganisation is the Creation Science Foundation. (Sec back page for address details.) 

The CSF includes numerous anti-evolution scientists with M.Sc. or equivalent degrees 
in branches of science relevant to the creation/evolution controversy. As religious denomi¬ 
nations or sectarian affiliations are not in question here, it is regrettable that the Catholic 
Education bureaucracy condemns the entire CSF as “Protestant, literalist, biblical 
fundamentalists”. 

The statement by the local spokesman for Catholic Education (recently on radio 
2UE) that “the Catholic Church will not have a bar of Creationism” is a contradiction 
of the teaching on Creation in the CCC. 

Genuine Catholics welcome scientific truth from any source, non-Catholic as well 
as Catholic, which refutes Evolution and supports the Church’s teaching on Creation 
by God. 
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Creationism: 

Finding a Job for God 

l ; r. David R. Becker 


Recently I was invited to give a talk about "creation and evolution" to 
an ecumenical gathering of Christian clergy. In the presentation I endeavoured 
to give a sketch of the debate about origins, contrasting the polar positions of 
theistic creationism and naturalistic evolutionism. Explaining that I was a 
creationist, 1 proceeded to mention some of the weaknesses of the naturalistic 
hypothesis of evolution, indicating that many scientists today are convinced that 
the evidence of nature, especially the fantastic complexity of the living cell and 
the vast amounts of coded information in the cell's nucleus, points to a theory 
of origins centered on "intelligent design" rather than to any theory centered on 
randomness or chance. In the question and answer period one of the pastors, 
a theistic evolutionist, took vehement exception to the creationist stance I had 
outlined, maintaining that the creationist enterprise is an ill-advised attempt at 
"finding a job for God." 

Developing his objections from a theistic evolution perspective, he 
claimed that pre-scientific man used God as an explanation for everything, but 
as science developed and provided more and more explanations based on 
natural laws, God was forced to retreat, as it were, to make room for these 
scientific explanations. For a while there were gaps in scientific knowledge, 
and in those gaps people still had recourse to God as an explanation. But as 
modern science fills in the gaps with new scientific knowledge, God as an 
explanation must continue to retreat. As we look to the future development of 
science, surely there will be fewer and fewer gaps for God as an explanation to 
take refuge in. Therefore is it not the prudent course to abandon the "God of 
the gaps" and allow science to fill in all the gaps with scientific explanations ? 
Is not the attempt to find phenomena that only "the God explanation" can 
account for equivalent to trying to find a job for God? Even if we succeed 
temporarily in finding something that apparently only "the God explanation" 
can account for, isn’t the project doomed over the long term? Does not the 
inexorable advance of science mean that eventually the "God of the gaps" will 
have to join the ranks of the unemployed? 

The theistic evolutionist pastor went on to suggest that the way to save 
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God as a meaningful concept is to emphasize FAITH rather than REASON. 
Reason, after all. was promoted by the spirit of the Enlightenment, which was 
not a spirit congenial to the Christian faith. Why not reject that Enlightenment 
spirit, and refuse to get involved in vain reasonings about alleged scientific 
evidences that purportedly indicate "intelligent design” to be our source or 
origin? Isn’t it better to emphasise FAITH, and, as the theologian Karl Barth 
has suggested, come to know God by making a "leap of faith", i.e, an act of 
faith deliberately ungrounded in any kind of evidence or reasoning from 
evidence? 


Romans 1 and Vatican I 

The remarks of the theistic evolutionist pastor evoked in me a feeling 
of deja vu, and I was transported back in memory to my student days in Rome, 
recalling the studies we were immersed in as seminarians, particularly the study 
of a main current of fideistic thought in the 19th century which disparaged 
REASON and placed an exaggerated emphasis on FAITH as the way of 
coming to know God. The bishops at the First Vatican Council saw clearly the 
danger to the Faith represented by this fideistic school of thought, and 
following the Apostle Paul in Romans 1, proclaimed as Catholic dogma that 
one can come to know the true God "through those things which have been 
made." The Apostle had said: 

The wrath of God is being revealed from heaven against the 
irreligious and perverse spirit of men who, in this perversity of theirs, 
hinder the truth. In fact, whatever can be known about God is clear to 
them; he himself made it so. Since the creation of the world, invisible 
realities, God’s eternal power and divinity, have become visible, 
recognized through the things he has made. Therefore these men are 
inexcusable. They certainly had knowledge of God, yet they did not 
glorify him as God or give him thanks. (Rom. 1: 18-21) 

Vatican I (Session III, April 24, 1870, De Revelatione) affirmed the Apostolic 
teaching, declaring that even apart from divine revelation or biblical doctrine, 
one can and should come to know the true God "per ea quae facta sunt,” 
i.e. through those things which have been made. It is clear that this method 
of coming to know God is a method of REASON, and that the creatures of 
God (those things which have been made) constitute the evidence or data 
pointing to God’s existence, and that one can and should reason logically from 
the evidence or data to the valid conclusion: God, the Creator, truly exists! 


- 25 - 



Naturalism vs. Theism 


Naturalism is the philosophy which maintains that ‘nature is ail there 
is’. The term nature here means what in some eastern religions is termed "the 
ten thousand things," i.e. the sun and the moon and the stars, the earth and all 
the plants and animals it contains, in a word, the All, the totality of the 
material universe. Naturalism includes an implicit denial of the existence of 
stricly non-material or spiritual being, with such things as mind, thought, love 
and compassion seen as seemingly ethereal realities which nonetheless have a 
fundamentally material basis. Naturalism acknowledges that any particular 
thing within nature is contingent or dependent being, in the sense that the 
particular being depends for its existence on nature as a whole. Pondering the 
question of what is the Ultimate Reality, the philosophical naturalist concludes 
that nature in its totality, the All, is the Ultimate Reality. Nature in its totality 
is seen to be self-sufficient, uncontingent, not dependent on anything else, and 
is presumed to be eternal. Philosophical naturalism, regarding nature as the 
eternal and self-sufficient being, equates to pantheism. 

In sharp contrast to naturalism, theism sees nature in its totality as a 
phenomenon to be explained in terms of something above or beyond nature. 
Nature is viewed as a creature, explainable by invoking a Creator. The theistic 
view of nature as a creature which had a beginning and is in the process of 
decaying toward a definitive end, is concordant with the scientific laws of 
thermodynamics which suggest that, far from being eternal, nature, as the 
totality of matter-energy, had a beginning point at which it was "wound up" 
rather like a clock, and is "unwinding" over time according to the law of 
entropy toward an eventual end or "heat death" in which there will be no 
energy available for any work. The theist views decaying nature as an unlikely 
candidate for the title of Ultimate Reality, and looks beyond nature to perceive 
by an act of the intellect a genuine Ultimate Reality which is truly eternal, 
self-sufficient, un-contingent, and upon which nature depends, as creature to 
Creator, for its existence. 

It is interesting to note in passing that scientific cosmology in this 
centuiy, after a brief flirtation with an eternal universe described by the "steady 
state" theory, which viewed the cosmos as a gigantic perpetual motion machine, 
has been compelled by the laws of thermodynamics and other scientific 
considerations to move on to other theories. The new theories rest heavily on 
some evidence which indicates that the universe is expanding in size. If the 
theorized expansion is verified as real, and many believe it already has been, 
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we may ask. What happens if we put the "videotape" of the expanding universe 
on "rewind” and run it in reverse? The common sense answer is that we see 
the universe shrink back into a small, superconcentrated mass known as the 
cosmic egg, and then nothing. For cosmologists who are philosophical 
naturalists this "beginning" is profoundly disturbing, because it conjures up the 
old ghost of "creation ex nihilo" thought to have been definitively exorcised. 
They resist mightily any references to a "beginning", and take delight in 
dividing up the first second of time into a billion or more segments, describing 
what happened at those various instants in the language of nuclear physics. 
They remind one of the ancient Greek philosophers who argued that an arrow 
shot from a bow will never get to its target, because wherever it is in its 
trajectory it has to traverse the first half of the distance to the target before it 
traverses the second half, and as it approaches the target it will get half way 
there, halfway there, etc. but never all the way there. Cosmologists can divide 
up the first second of time into billionths or trillionths of a second, or even 
thinner slices, but the common sense speculator will always wonder about what 
came "before" the first second, and ask: Do we not stand here at the threshold 
between non-being and being, the moment when the Creator brought the 
universe into existence out of nothing? 

Ultimate Causality and Secondary Causality 

For philosophical naturalists the only causes that science can recognize 
are natural causes. Nature operating according to its intrinsic laws provides all 
of the explanations that are possible relative to natural phenomena and to 
nature as a whole. Theists, on the other hand, recognizing the existence of 
both God and nature, the Creator and the creature, distinguish between the 
Ultimate Cause of all things, God, and secondary or naturalistic causes. 
Science, strictly speaking, is the study of routines or repetitive processes in 
nature. Science is not an apt method for studying singularities, things that 
happen once and are never repeated. The origins of things are singularities in 
that the origin of something happens once and is never repeated. 

The scientific method deals well with the repetitive phenomena of 
nature. If you place a sealed glass container full of water outside your house 
on a cold winter day, and check it some time later, you will probably find that 
the glass has cracked or shattered. Other similar experiments have led to the 
scientific conclusion that liquids expand when they freeze, and on that scientific 
basis we can confidently predict that given the circumstances of a glass 
container and a sub-freezing temperature, the glass will shatter. In the theistic 
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perspective, naturalistic causes are secondary causes, forces of nature operating 
according to natural laws established by God who is the Ultimate Cause. 

The scientific method is very limited in its effectiveness in studying 
singularities such as the origins of things. The philosophical naturalist will often 
attempt to explain singularities in terms of naturalistic causes, since those are 
the only causes available in his philosophical system. The theist, on the other 
hand, in dealing with singularities such as the origins of things will explain 
them in terms of God, the Ultimate Cause. 

In the Middle Ages a school of thought developed called 
Occasionalism, which rejected secondary causality. Luckily for science, it did 
not prevail. The Occasion a lists had one explanation for everything. Why does 
the universe exist? God created it. Why did the milk jug on your front porch 
freeze and shatter? God did it. It was a simple philosophy, which explained 
every happening, good and bad, beneficent or criminal, as God's direct and 
personal action. The philosophy was abandoned for a number of good reasons, 
including the fact that it completely undermined the idea of man as a 
responsible moral agent (If God does everything, how can we hold man 
responsible for anything?). 

Modern scientific naturalism is, in a way, the antithesis of the 
occasionalist error, as it holds that God does nothing. For naturalists, man 
creates God rather than the other way round, and God exists not in the 
ontological order but merely subjectively in the minds of pre-scientific people. 
God can exercise a kind of causality in the sense that people can fight religious 
wars because of bigotry and the superstitions of religion, but God does not 
exist as an independent, powerful Agent. 

Miracles 

Miracles are the litmus test that distinguishes the theist from the naturalist. 
Theists acknowledge the possibility and the reality of miracles, i.c. interventions 
of God into history, events which defy explanation by naturalistic or secondary 
causes and hence are to be explained by appealing to the Ultimate Cause, God. 
Naturalists reject the existence of miracles because they reject the existence of 
supernatural reality. For naturalists, what is commonly called a miracle is 
really nothing more than a statistically rare event. As Richard Dawkins says in 
Chapter Six ("Origins and Miracles") of his book The Blind Watchmaker : 
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Chance, luck, coincidence, miracle. One of the main topics of 
this chapter is miracles and what we mean by them. My thesis will be 
that events that we commonly call miracles are not supernatural, but are 
part of a spectrum of more-or-less improbable natural events. A miracle, 
in other words, if it occurs at all, is a tremendous stroke of luck. 

Dawkins goes on to develop the idea that what we call miracles are merely 
very improbable, statistically rare events. But his approach is shallow and does 
not begin to do justice to a miracle like the Virgin Birth. The Virgin Birth is 
not just an extremely improbable or statistically rare happening. Virgin birth is 
absolutely impossible within a naturalistic horizon. The singular phenomenon 
of the Virgin Birth had never happened before, happened once, and will never 
happen again, and is something absolutely impossible, save for the intervention 
of the almighty power of God. If a theist, as sometimes happens, begins to 
"buy into" the philosophy of naturalism, usually one of the first casualties is loss 
of faith in the Virgin Birth. 

Theists generally acknowledge that in the course of human history God 
has intervened from time to time to alter the natural flow of events. These 
interventions have been miraculous, i.e. of such a character as to leave no 
doubt that it was indeed God who was intervening and causing the remarkable 
phenomenon. Some examples of such interventions are: (a) God’s encounter 
with Moses in the burning bush; (b) God’s rescue of the Israelites from slavery 
in Egypt through the signs and wonders of the plagues, and the parting of the 
Red Sea; (c) the Resurrection of Christ on the first Easter morning, and his 
subsequent appearances to many of his disciples. 

Since theists are accustomed to explaining salvation history in terms of 
miraculous intervention of God, it is not surprising that it is "second nature" for 
them to approach the explanation of the origins of things in the same way. In 
the standard naturalistic scenario of the origin of the universe and the origin of 
living species, there are certain thresholds or barriers which seem to defy 
evolutionary progress, just as the Red Sea seemed to defy passage for the 
Israelites. Naturalists make the best possible case for getting past these 
barriers or thresholds by naturalistic means, but their stories tend to be 
far-fetched and unconvincing. Theists maintain that precisely at these 
thresholds, God manifests His presence and power as the sufficient cause of 
getting from one side of the threshold to the other. 
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Four Jobs for God 


There are four key thresholds or barriers which are of special interest: 

(a) the transition from non-being to being at the first moment of creation, 
when God brought the totality of matter-energy into existence ex nihilo ; 

(b) the transition from non-life to life, the process of abiogenesis; (c) the 
transition from microscopic forms of animal life to the larger and more 
advanced forms of animal life, the process of the proliferation of all the known 
body plans documented in the Cambrian explosion phase of the fossil record; 
(d) the emergence of man, whether from inorganic matter as in the creationist 
view, or from organic matter (ape like creatures) in the evolutionistic view. 

The great danger of the naturalistic scenario of evolution, and the 
reason it should be vigorously resisted by theists, is that to the extent that it is 
perceived as successful in explaining nature’s passage through the above four 
thresholds without the assistance of God, to that extent God become "the 
useless hypothesis", and the logical consequence is atheism. Napoleon once 
asked the great astronomer and mathematician Laplace, "What do you think of 
God?" And Laplace replied, "Sire, I have no need of that hypothesis." Today 
there are millions of people in the modern world, influenced by Darwinian 
evolutionism, who "have no need of that hypothesis" and have consequently 
lapsed into atheism. If we are to evangelise these millions, beginning with the 
naturalistic scientists at our universities, theists must show the relevance of "the 
God hypothesis", that without it we have no adequate explanation of the key 
thresholds in the story of our origins,. Without God, the "Programmer" or 
"Provider of the coded information for life," the scientific account of our 
origins remains incomplete and incredible. 

Just as the theistic account of God’s delivery of the Israelites from 
slavery in Egypt includes a powerful intervention by God in parting the waters 
of the Red Sea, so too the theistic or creationist account of our origins includes 
several powerful interventions of the Creator God. First, according to our best 
science, nature is not eternal; therefore we invoke God as the Creator who 
brought totality of matter-energy into existence out if nothing. According to 
our best science, all animal body plans came into existence abruptly and 
simultaneously in the Cambrian "explosion"; therefore we invoke God the 
Creator as the only power adequate to explain this grand phenomenon. 
According to our best science there must exist an adequate source of 
INFORMATION for abiogenesis to take place; therefore we invoke God the 
Creator as the only credible and adequate source of this information. 
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According to our best science there is no really plausible phylogeny linking 
man with lower primates, nor any plausible source of the NEW GENES 
required for specifically human life; therefore we invoke the Creator as the 
only adequate explanation for the emergence of human life. 
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The above article was first published in: 

WATCHMAKER , Vol.2, No.9. NOV. - DEC. 1995 
Official Newsletter of Morning Star, Catholic Origins Society. 

P. O. Box 189, Shade Gap, PA 17255, U.S.A. 

WATCHMAKER is published bimonthly, under the patronage of 
St. Thomas the Apostle, and a donation of $ 25 is suggested as an annual 
subscription. Please pray for Fr. Becker, its Editor, who has quite recently 
undergone treatment for a detached retina and high blood pressure. 

The magazine is attractively produced, similar to A4 in size, and 
usually runs to 32 pages. Among the articles featured have been extracts from 
"Creation Rediscovered", theological writings of Msgr. John F. McCarthy and 
Fr. Brian Harrison (from LIVING TRADITION * ), and a series of extracts 
from a book by Professor of Biology Lester J. McCann, Ph.D., entitled 
’’Blowing the Whistle on Darwinism."# 

A short piece from a Fr. Becker editorial appears below. 
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* LIVING TRADITION, Sedes Sapientiae Study Centre 

Via Concordia, 1 00183 Rome Italy 

# Blowing the Whistle on Darwinism is $12.95 from: 

Lester J. McCann, 7555 County Road 10 No., Waconia, 

MN 55387, U.S.A.. 
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One of my favorite cartoons depicts a learned theology' professor lecturing to 
his students. Calm, cool and collected, the confident professor says: "The days 
in Genesis are obviously symbolic!” One of his students makes bold to ask: 
"You mean they could symbolise six seconds?” The seemingly unflappable 
professor replies: ”Yes, thats right!” The student presses his inquiiy: "Or 
maybe six billion years?” The still serene professor says: "Yes, they could 
mean ANYTHING!” Whereupon the student asks mildly, "What about six 
days?” Ihe professor goes ballistic , and with eyes bulging screams: 

© ® ® © "Six Days!!! NO!!!” © ® ® © 
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Introduce a new member with 1 year's subscription FREE! 


Simply^ order^ a copy of the much-acclaimed video 

’EVOLUTION - FACT OR BELIEF?" 


at the special pre-Christmas price of 
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with details of the new subscriber. 
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